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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 06/1 3/2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

2. In regards to applicants argument that the cutting blade is integrally and 
permanently attached: 

- The term permanently is not used in the claim and so has no bearing on 
analysis thereof. 

- The term integrally is not limited to contiguous structures, but includes 
structures as shown in Examiners cited references. Items that have been 
bolted, welded, glued or screwed together fall under the term "integrally" 
joined. See In re Hotte, 177 USPQ 326, 328 (CCPA 1973), which recites in 
part " 'integral' is sufficiently broad to embrace constructions united by such 
means as fastening and welding". See also Henderson v. Grable, 52 CCPA 
920, 339 F.2d 465, 144 USPQ 91 (1964). 

3. In regards to applicants contention that the integrality of the structure, "allows a 
greater . . . force to be exerted ..." 

- It has been held that to make a structure strong enough to meet its intended 
use is not inventive, that is, it is obvious. See In re Prinzler, 37 USPQ 789 
(CCPA 1938) which states in part, "The general rule is that there is no 
invention in making a device strong enough to perform the function for which 
it is designed". 
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- Applicant has presented no evidence that the invention allows a greater force 
to be exerted, the mere allegation of such is no argument at all. 

4. In regards to applicant's argument that Sweeny fails to teach the deficiencies of 
Reale, this argument is moot, since the alleged deficiencies do not exist, as outlined 
above. 

5. It is noted that Applicant has acknowledged the notoriety of dually edged cutting 
blades and that the claims thereto have been cancelled. 

6. In regards to applicants assertion that the Visco reference is Non-analogous, 
Examiner disagrees. Applicant has provided no evidence that the art is non-analogous, 
merely stating that the blade functions in a different manner. However, the particular 
problem that would recommend the Visco reference to one of ordinary skill in the art is 
the general problem of strengthening a blade for use in cutting. This problem is enough 
to recommend an examination of the Visco reference. Upon examination, the Visco 
reference provides the motivation to combine, and a person of ordinary skill in the art 
would have a reasonable expectation of success. Visco states, in part, "Shears for 
piercing tough animal skin", which indicates that the shears are intended to be used not 
only in a shearing motion as applicant contends, but also in a longitudinally 
reciprocating motion similar to that disclosed in the Reale et al. or Sweeney et al. 
references. The serrated quality of the blade is another indicator that the blade may be 
used in a sawing fashion to some extent and was intended to be so. There is no other 
explanation, besides the use of the blade in a sawing fashion that would explain the 
presence of teeth 22 in figures 1 and 2, since they do not even cooperate in shearing 
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fashion with another blade. Visco also states "provided with ribs 25 and 26 for additional 
strength" but does not specify that the strength is only in a direction parallel to the 
direction of shear as applicant contends. Examiner believes that this omission taken 
with the fact that the cutting tool is disclosed as being for longitudinal motion (as in 
"piercing") would be enough support to show that there is a reasonable expectation of 
success in adding a rib to provide strength to the blade. That is, Examiner believes that 
the general statement "provided with ribs 25 and 26 for additional strength" is enough 
motivation to put a rib on any blade for the general strengthening thereof. 

7. In response to applicants assertion that the "essential" subject of the invention is 
the unitary construction of an offset saw blade, Examiner re-states that making a 
product which is known in component form into an integral or unitary form is obvious. 
See In re Printzler, 37 USPQ 789 (CCPA 1938) which states in part, "there is no 
invention in making parts integral instead of riveting or otherwise fastening them 
together" (emphasis added). See also Howard v. Detroit Stove Works, 150 U. S. 164; In 
re Wickersham, 22 C.C.P.A. (Patents) 969, 75 F. (2d) 214 [24 U.S.P.Q. 368]; and In re 
Bush, 46 App. D. C. 141. all of which are cited in the Opinion of In re Printzler. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

8. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

9. Claims 21-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Reale et al. in view of Sweeney et al. 
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Regarding claims 21-23, Reale discloses a saw blade (50 figure 1) with a flat 
elongated mounting arm (62 figure 2) having a saw mounting end (the portion of 62 by 
28 figure 2) adapted for attachment to a reciprocating saw (seen in figures 1 and 2) and 
having a second end (the end of 62 not connected to 28, figure 2). Reale further 
discloses a flat elongated connector arm (64 figure 2) with a first end integrally attached 
to the second end of the mounting arm (seen in figure 2). Reale further discloses a flat 
elongated cutting blade having a first end (66 figure 2) connected to the second end of 
said connector arm (the end of 64 which connects to 66) and having a second end (25 
figure 2). The cutting blade further comprises a first cutting edge (see picture below) 
having a plurality of teeth (again refer to picture below). 




Reale further discloses that said cutting blade and mounting arm are parallel 
(they are shown to be parallel in figure 2) and that they extend in opposite directions 
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from the connector arm (figure 2). Reale further discloses that the cutting blade can be 
placed flush against one surface of a 90 degree corner in order to cut around the corner 
(making a flush cut is described column 3 lines 35-50), the cutting arm being offset from 
the mounting arm by a distance substantially equal to the length of the connector arm 
(the distance D in figure 2 is substantially equal to the length of 64). Reale further 
discloses a gusset plate as a first stabilizer (102 figure 3), being attached to said 
mounting arm (62 figure 3) and said connecter arm (64 figure 2), and a gusset plate as 
a second stabilizer (102 figure 3) connected to said connector arm (64 figure 2), and 
cutting plate (66 figure 2). Reale discloses that the connector arm, the cutting blade and 
the stabilizers are unitary (as in, they are one unit). This is a reasonable interpretation - 
and a dictionary definition of— "unitary"; it can be seen that the unit of connector arm, 
the cutting blade and the stabilizers are reciprocated as one unit; they are functionally 
one as in figures 1 and 2. It should be noted that the fact that the unit may be separated 
does not deprive it of the fact that it is a unit. For example: a six-pack of soda is a unit 
which is undeniably separable into its constituent components. Its ability to be 
separated does not affect the designation "unit". 

Reale does not disclose that the angles between connector arm and blade, or 
connector arm and mounting arm are at 90 degrees. 

Sweeney teaches the use of 90-degree angles as the angles between mounting 
arm (15 figure 4) and connecting arm (20 figure 4) and connecting arm (20 figure 4) and 
cutting blade (14 figure 4). In the same field of invention it would have been obvious to 
one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to modify Reale by making the angles 
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90 degrees as taught by Sweeney, since both angles can be used to make flush cuts 
around 90 degree angles as stated in the specification. 

Regarding claim 24 the only limitation not met by Reale in view of Sweeney is 
that said gusset plates are transversely centrally aligned within said connector plate. It 
would have been an obvious matter of design efficiency to transversely centrally align 
the gusset plates, since it has been held that rearranging parts of an invention involves 
only routine skill in the art. In re Japikse, 86 USPQ 70. Regarding applicant's 
specification on page 10 lines 4-7, there is no criticality to the determination that said 
gusset plates be centrally transversely aligned. Furthermore, the strengthening effect of 
the gusset plate is the same whether the plates are centrally aligned or aligned with the 
top and bottom as disclosed in Reale, since both configurations can be used to make 
flush cuts around 90 degree angles as stated in the specification. 

10. Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Reale et 
al. in view of Sweeney et al. in further view of Visco. 

Reale et al. in view of Sweeney et al. teaches all the aspects of the claimed 
invention except for the limitation that there be a reinforcing rib attached to a side of 
said cutting blade opposite to said gusset plate. 
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Visco teaches the use of a reinforcing rib (25 and 26 figure 1 , as indicated below) 




located on the mounting arm section of a cutting blade for the purpose of adding 
strength (column 2, lines 44-45). In the same problem solving area it would have been 
obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention to modify Reale et al. in view 
of Sweeney et al. by providing the cutting blade with a reinforcing rib as taught by 
Visco. The motivation to combine is that the rib would provide additional strength. 
Adding a rib for the stated motivation of providing additional strength requires only 
routine skill in the art. 
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Regarding applicants allegations that the Visco reference is non-analogous, see 
above in the section titled "Response to Arguments". 

Conclusion 

1 1 . THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sean M. Michalski whose telephone number is 571- 
272-6752. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:30AM - 3:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Boyer Ashley can be reached on 571-272-4502. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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